HR669 - Nonnative Wildlife Invasion Prevention Act
Subcommittee on Insular Affairs, Oceans and Wildlife

Hearing -- Thursday 4/23/2009 – 10:00 a.m.
Witnesses:

Representing


Position/Comments

Gary Fraser

US Fish & Wildlife 

Supports HR669 but has some concerns with it

Dr. David Lodge

Biologist, Univ. Notre Dame
Supports HR669

Dr. Simon Nemtzov 
Israeli government

Supports HR669, similar regulations in place in Israel,





wildlife ecologist

cost of risk assessment is charged to applicant.

Lawrence M. Riley
Arizona Game & Fish

Issues of authority (enforcement) need to be addressed.









Several concerns including flexibility and costs of imple-









mentation, etc. Basically, supports HR669 but with concerns. 

Mr. Martin

Aquaculture (fish farmers)
Regulations are necessary, but HR669 needs “fine tuned”. He









sells live fish as well as “food” fish (tilapia, etc.). HR669 









has “painted with too broad a brush” and as a result, he and









others in his industry would be adversely affected.

Marshall Meyers

PIJAC



Existing regulations need to be fixed, rather than turning








the whole process upside-down which HR669 will do. 








HR669 is set up for failure; it is subjective and unscientific.








“One size fits all” will not work; HR669 reads like the IRS code.








HR669 makes it illegal to buy/sell/transport across state lines. 








Timeframe is unrealistic. Words such as “widespread” and 








“domesticated” are not scientific terms and need to be defined. 









Submitted letters of opposition from 20 organizations. 









PIJAC supports the intent of this legislation, but not the









bill.

Congressman Henry Brown, South Carolina

Brought a box full of letters from his constituents opposing








HB669. Encourages development of a “black list” instead of 









every species having to be individually approved. 









Entered 6 letters of opposition into the record. 









Asked Mr. Martin and Marshall Meyers several good ques-









tions which allowed them to go into more detail re: their









objections to the bill. 






 

Congressman Robert Wittman, Virginia


Supportive of Mr. Martin, asked him some questions that









allowed Mr. Martin to go into more detail re: his objections








to the bill. 









Asked Mr. Martin if he supports an exemption for the fish









farmers in the food industry.  Mr. Martin’s reply: “at the









very least”. 

Congresswoman Donna Christensen, Virgin Islands
Asked Mr. Fraser what happens in the interim while








rules are being promulgated (process takes about 3 yrs). 








Answer was somewhat vague but basically that things would








remain as they are now, until the new rules take effect.









Asked Dr. Lodge if Section 3b establishes a scientific basis









for assessing “risk” species as indicated by Marshall Meyers. 

Congresswoman Lois Capps, California


Obviously supports HR669 

Chairwoman/Sponsor Madeleine Bordallo, Guam

Obviously supports HR669, asked a couple of very mis-









leading questions of Fish & Wildlife, such as “Will HR669









result in people ‘losing their beloved pets?’” 









Asked Fish & Wildlife if something could be done to allow









pet owners to transport animals to the vet, for example. Her









questions were obviously designed to allow Fish & Wildlife









to give a simple, one-word answer without requiring them to









explain how. 









Completely ignored HR669’s effect on the industry and 









focused only on individual pet owners.

Congressman/co-sponsor 

Eni F.H. Faleomavaega, American Samoa


Obviously supports HR669









Complimented (translate that: sucked up to) Mr. Martin and









Marshall Meyers for their “very impressive grassroots









networking efforts”. 









Asked whether this bill restricts or bans ownership of large









carnivores, chimps, etc.  Unclear as to why he asked that









question – may be an indication that he would also support









legislation to ban ownership of those types of animals (?). 

Before adjourning, Chairwoman instructed subcommittee members that they have 10 days during which to ask any

additional questions of the witnesses, and witnesses must respond in writing. 

Note: My impression was that this hearing went very well for those who oppose HR669. Arguments were clear and
concise, and representative of organizations and individuals across the country who oppose this bill. It appeared to me
that the proponents of the bill were unable to answer specific questions clearly and concisely, but “talked around” the 
issues, offering broad assurances but unable to provide clear-cut answers as to how HR669 would accomplish what it’s
supposed to accomplish. 

Polly Britton

Ohio Association of Animal Owners
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